Fund for Investigative 
Journalism 

2933 Ordway Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20008 
June 2, 1970 



Mr. Harold Weisberg 
Coq d'Or Press 
Route 8 

Frederick, Maryland 21701 
Dear Harold: 

Thank you for your letter. Let me give you my opinion on 
your proposal, with the caveat that it is just my opinion, and not 
the decision of the Fund, which can only come from a Board meeting 
at which I present the relevant papers. But I’ve had enough experi- 
ence in their decisions to be able to anticipate them with fair 
accuracy, and especially to see in advance the pitfalls which could 
be eliminated. 

I think there is in your idea the germ of a successful pro- 
posal: a definitive article on the attempt of the government to 

frustrate the freedom of information law, and on the failure of the 
press to utilize that law and to defend the perogatives the law 
gives it and to publicize the attempts to undermine it. I don't 

think that this would go as a series, for the reason that I don't 
think we could get a magazine to sit still for a series on this 
subject. But one big article, on a subject so vital to the press, 
ought to have a market somewhere, and I would do what I could to help 
find it. 



I don't think it would be a good idea to tie in this with 
the assassinations, beyond use of whatever choice examples you have 
come up with from the study of the assassinations. I'm afraid that 
the former subject would inevitably become swallowed up by the latter, 
or that, at the least, prospective editors would think so, knowing 
your passion for the exposure of the assassination cover-ups. Besides, 
to be successful, I think such an article would have to cover the 
entire field of government obstruction of this law and of the 
lethargy of the press in pursuing it. 

It seems to me such an article would start with what the 
law was supposed to do, what its authors said about it during 
Congressional debate and in the committee report of the Moss group, 
then focus on who has tried to use it (I understand the greatest 
users have been the lobbyists) and then go on to a series of differ- 
ent cases in different fields where the government has blatantly 
resisted the law. I know of some. The other day I read of a 
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refusal by the Federal Trade Commission, I think it was, to 
publish the results of its tests on the fat content in hot dogs, 
on the grounds that it was counter to the law prohibiting the 
revelation of trade secrets ! A friend of mine, Larry Smith of 
Washington, who is an attorney, has filed a freedom of information 
suit against the F.A.A. for refusing to reveal data on airline 
fiascos which would reveal its own negligence. And the Nader 
people must be into this. 

Now this might carry you much farther from the field 
you are really interested in than you care to go. If so, you 
might consider the use of a collaborator, with whom you could 
work out the division of our grant and the fee for the article 
in accordance with who did what. There is a journalist-attorney 
writing for the Washingtonian named Harvey Katz who might be 
interested. He's a first-class investigative reporter with a 
knowledge of the law and of government bureaucracies that might 
be extremely helpful on this article. There's also a fellow 
named Dickson, with one of the McGraw Hill trade publications 
headquartered in the National Press Building, who did an article 
on this subject a couple of years ago, and who may have kept up 
his interest in it. 

I fully agree with the points you made about reproducing 
parts of your correspondence with the Justice Department and about 
indicting the press for its suicidal lack of interest in this issue. 

Now, maybe none of these ideas I have suggested ringSa 
bell with you at all, but I think some alterations along these 
lines are necessary in order to get the approval of my Board. 

Let me know what you think. I'm happy to kick it around 

any time. 



With good wishes, 



Sincerely yours. 




les Boyd 



